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SS I"** * Perso Si.&Z* 

■from behind the back? la it tLS ,? dUlse in any ofcker way - always 
«y FRAME -GP, tt. o£t«t? Itlt dJL?! Po^ibility of recognising 
basic institutions ©f our fcii ® ©ambling of the 

abdication or their elemental l *2jpJS«ibSltLl Zl*il ° r the fc f tal 
Siaes in the Bey trial, their vioStioS^^wf f ftMyopa ca both 
judge * s ebus® of « vervoa© • ? m ]£?.£*«.£* tha bar’s canons and the 

a<mal violation of tto bar’s stoMaM*. P«>«outor', and Ms per- 


This Kaplan, as you ssy, -’t 
bo that he teaches the law? 


at Stanford Law School*" Can it 


2rL^K|p a S° M %SSI; « h f? i? a conflict of interest to w r 
taekSfl^ a s?n e ^“^lf la ooofllcts ««U*Jr Koplsn rfr Sis 

a^:, t ' M iL 1 L a on 1 a ln faKL t i = to a ^ K"' 2 i£** 1 °Si “ d ,.* 0 «»* 

ffSTSSi'iffi lES^VE ?-?«“ ls « ~ *- 2 » S 32 S, 

ttat“ «s w was £or-a£j 4»»^o«n Sotoler pronptea a lotta? 
esptad froraenyono to ^ „„F® ed v,ords * &•*• never ao- 
sueh ea opportunity as you off preferring to lurk in ambush for 
hence Ke plan’s unnsnly iei»S£f e ”2; My personal critioisa was true. 
It was ^tority^^Llii®?? 6 •„ ?*! coaaent on ny work then was ttot 

million STS C nif?r^ St'v&JF.'""* * ltE «»“- 

toMa^ou^ssilnea to 5® l£B {§| S c j£t Ij!° hSI ' H ins<3e «“ 6Cs for the 
©sea for the SSH »«L i * *°S** the ^Porters who covered the 

elate sSprSL^ ^ lultloe 5 *** SiSC laW *> As so- 

when I began prlsJimj the ®f k » «bose eon was Attorney General 
Justice to releflfa2Si»«Sl- Ba 5 lon fl Archives and the Department of 
Clan serveS ^ lhe Gr^fn!? Sf 1 ?*?*® tha « assassination. 

From it end his former aSXLnil 1 ? 100 °£ of Justice, 

suppressed evidence* sTettlnr ~?-a-Ar» * WC!a suit ©onfiscated end 

Department in whlch'lteplJn^er^? ® r8 f> ® u ; s f 3r F judgment against the 

aica *® pAen 3er7G<5 » against his former colleagues. 




z 


With a. long chapter 1 devoted to this and to that suppressed evidence 
la the book* with some of it reproduced in facsimile in th* test 
and a 50-pa g© documentary append is, can Kaplan have better reason 
Apr ma^xng no mention in his '’review 1 ', falsely alleging instead 
tba J 1 r®ly or* 'newspaper stories”? He can - and should - choke 
on the considerable stack of court papers I have. 200 from this 
suit alone, 

Kaplan also co-authored K The Trial of Jack Ruby”',, in which lie al- 
leged Ruby wag inadequately defended, What better proof than that 
JS2SL on f^ eei * , Kaplan's niggling comments about my 

not being a lawyer (with Ms as a sample, I rejoice), on what point 
dia Ruby wxn? The testimony (perjurious) of one Sergeant Patrick 
bean - precisely the point X_ called to the attention of Rubyjs law- 
yers and exjJactly the point lawyer Kaplan missed in his cun master- 
piece. lot because he didn’t discuss Desn’s testimony before the 
Warren Commission, for he did (pp.l66fff. ). It is simply because 
Kaplan is such a legal whiz kid, 

sxrh axs spurious complaints about my writing (inaccuracy being 
one he failed to make), hasty examination of his is not inappropri- 
ate, After fill, you do present Mm as an expert on both X®w and 
political assassinations, 

discussing whether or not there existed s picture of the President 
ta,£ea shortly efter^his assassination (p.25), Kaplan uses the words 
even L. it existed". Can he be so unfamiliar with autopsies? Is 
he^usigware that his former associates still suppress these in the 
national Archives? _ Whether or not clandestine ones were made in 
2a lias la irrelevant. Official ones were made* within hours, in 
Bethesda, ? 


devotion to precision and accuracy, Ms measure 
of his expertise, is found on page U*2 in this advice he deigned to 
give t 


All he had to do was cell to the stand the agent in charge 
of the Dallas office of the Secret Service, Forrest Sorrels, 
Sorrels was the last person who asked the last question of 
Oswald, 


Forrest Sorrels was not there . It was then-inspector Tom Kelley, 
those report thereon is reproduced in facsimile In the Warren Re- 
port (p.Wj, Which illustrates another points It is eesier to 
defend the Warren Report if one is not familiar with it. 

Illustrative of Kaplan’s great care with fact and detail (p,115) 
is ...Jim Zimmerman, a thirty-one -yeer-o Id former Office of 
Strategic Investigation agent ...” (emphasis added), I was in the 
Office of Strategic Services (and honored for that service). If 
it is here that Zimmerman served, he surely is one of the youngest 
agents on record In any intelligence service, fbrrit ceased to ex- 
ist by Zimmerman’ s 16 ph year. 
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Kaplan knew of ay honored war-tine intelligence service. He knew 
Gi^mj years as a Senate investigator, of my exposure of Maui car- 
tels and their penetration of end espionage in American industry. 
So, having falsely criticized my work for depending on newspaper 
stories, ha describes m© and my qualifications thus; ?i (he is de- 
scribed elsewhere ss & chicken farmer ) s . 

'fhis is preceded by the gratuity that my 5T gra.sp of the lew is, to 
ssy the somewhat shaky. 8 'fhere «ss s recent test cf this 

in H©*^ fora;. Percy Foreman, the ®s,n Mho without false modesty 
cells himself a greater criminal lawyer than Clarence Barrow, had 
his siake-up half on when he learned he was to confront me on TY, 

Ms fled, half made up* So fast the Mew York Times March 20, 1971, 
listing could not be corrected. It rasas, - ! falk Show; Wa re Id 
Veisfeerg, Percy Foremen, guests. w 

how '’shaky" e an X be? Or could it be that Foreman, unlike Kaplan, 
would not fee behind my sack and had read FRAME-UP other than Kap- 
lan did, discovering, among many other things, the facsimile repro- 
duction of Rajjjr 5 s contracts with his lawyers, from which Ray got not 
a penny (pp.l|09~SOi|.} , including two letters in which Foreman bribed 
Eay to keep his mouth closed for 2.1$, hours (his threats that Re^ 
Mould fe© killed having worn thin). 

newspaper scories®*, lawyer Kaplan, Mew York Times editor? 

Indeed , X am not a lawyer, and Kaplan teaches it (parish fch# 
thought , with what h© can keep down}. w Shaky a or not, lawyer or 
not, I would welcome a chance to face this baek-knifer who defends 
corruption of the law and abuse cf rights, say in Carnegie Ball, 
with a jury from the trial lawyers* association. Let us see who 
shakes ' , who knows the fact, who correctly reflects the lew - who 
is honest. 

Kaplan* s xs not a review. It is & vicious and knowingly dishonest 
personal attack on as because Kaplan does not like my writing, my 
contempt for him so lucidly expressed, and because he cannot on 
fact fault FiUMS-UF . There thus la little to whieht to respond. 

He in no way reflects the book or its contents end deliberately 
misrepresents its doctrine . 

X do not, say Ray was not involved. 1 do say there was & conspir- 

JjftX s ®i3 this in open court . Gould Kaplan have better reason 
^ r Jf ls ? sp ” s ? entiag . it? But thi£ Pillar cf the law, this upholder 
ox the decent society, finds unimportant :: whether or not Ray fked 
the fetal bullet 8 . If Kaplan prefers political assssiins roaming 
the land free, put me down as one who does not . 

Kaplsn finds rt exigious tt redundant proofs that the shooting could 
not in any way be connected with Ray. H© deprecates tha two things 
he a ©knowledge s in my direct quotation from the suppressed evl- 
n ^ 0 l 3 ® swearing by an FBI egent who said he examined a H t? 
mullet when that bullet exploded end he had but a fragment; ana 
tne fact tnat the FBI could not connect that misrepresented frag- 
ment with the rifle. 


h 


Th©re vs a once a ties when Innocence vs s assumed until guilt vss 
proven, ^beyond reasonable doubt and to a. moral certainty” 1 - un- 
fcx-L the Kaplans started practicing in the Department of Justice 
and teaching the lav. 

He is not, however , without an arcane description or the confisca- 
tion of the court record cf the public trial of an American and 
its suppression by the Department of Justice - his Department of 
Justice, That and the fact that Hay’s ecurt-appcShted lawyer in 
Bondon said he would have to "check me out" with the FBI before 
letting m& sc© the evidence against the m&n he "defended" are* to 
Kaplan, no more than "inconvenience , bureaucratic bumbling.” 

lor is balance one of Kaplan’s faults. To him, "William Bradford 
Huie, Arthur Hanes, Percy Foreman and a host of others are treated 
savagely 5 (the false-swearing FBI agent is his single example). 

Huxe decided ^ there could be no "justice" unless he bought it, so 
buy it h@ did, in six figures. Hey never got s penny. Bought 
Arthur Hanes, having made his deal with Huie, contracted no more 
than two things with Ray: a thorough milking and to act as his 
literary agent. Th® Hanes contract does not provide for Hay’s 
legal defense, Head I say more cf Foreman who sent Hay up the 
river? When I expose this, it is "savagery". 

What is it then when a Kaplan concludes as thoroughgoingly dis- 
ao nest a writing as Department of Justice apprenticeship can pro- 
vide Cohp yes, even today he objects to exposure of what hs cannot 
refute because it makes the FBI "look badS) about a book as grossly 
misrepresented as skilled and practiced deception can evolve by 
asking ‘why one might wish to read ... or devote newspaper space 
to the book. Aside of course from its interest to those in the 
healing profession.” 

If Kaplan considers himself equal to the "healing", there is 
still Carnegie Hall. 

On® reason such newspaper space sight be devoted to the book is 
an effort to kill it. 

One reason some may care to read FRAK2-UP is the reason I wrote 
its So that, when the protections of society fail, notably the 
lawyers and the courts, society and its members may still be de- 
fended! an effort may still be made to make government werkj and 
to restore viability to its jeopardised institutions. 

And so political essasdkas may net roam the land, free to assassi- 
nate others who seek to lead toward peace and to get for those so 
long denied it their fair share of the fruit of our national life. 

Sincerely, 


Harold Weisberg 


